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REMARKS 

At paragraph 4 of the office action, the Examiner indicates that 
claims 1-11 are r^^jected under 35 USC 103 1a) as being unpatentable 
over RhoadB (US 6,775.392) in view of Gintcr (US 5,892.900). However 
in paragraphs 5-36 the Examiner argues against the patentability of 
claims 1-26 in view of these references- The applicant therefore 
assumes that the Examiner intended to reject claims 1-26 as 
unpatentable over Rhoads and Ginter. 

At paragraph 2 of the office action, the Examiner indicates that 
the applicant's arguments presented in the amendment filed September 
21, 2 005 against rejection claims 1-26 have been considered but are 
moot in view of new ground (s) for rejection. However the Examiner 
applies the same grounds for rejection of all claims applied in the 
previous office action dated July 5, 2005, and the text of Lhe current 
office action appears to be substantially identical to that of the 
office action dated July 5, 2005. 

Since the Examiner does not apply new grounds for rejection, the 
applicant's arguments of the response dated September 21, 2005 should 
not be considered moot. The Examiner is respectfully requested, with 
respect to each claim, to either allow the claim, rebut the 
applicant's arguments against rejection of the claim, or present new 
grounds for rejection of the claim. For convenience, a copy of the 
applicant's arguments included In the response date September 21, 2005 
is provided below. 

Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites including software in a server that embeds a 
license stamp in q data file when the server sends the data file to a 
destination computer via a network, wherein the license atamp 
indicates that the data file was forwarded by licensed server 
software. Claim 1 also recites adapting processing software executed 
by the destination computer so that it processes the data file only 
when the received data file contains the embedded license stamp. 

Although RHOADS teaches to embed an identification code in a 
signal, the Examiner correctly observes that RHOADS does not teach to 
adapt processing software executed in a destination computer to 
process the signal only when the received signal contains an embedded 
license stamp as recited in claim l. However, the Examiner indicates 
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GINTER, col. 109, line 40-55 (reproduced below for convenience) 
teaches adapting processing software executed by the destination 
computer ao that it processes a data file only when the received data 
file contains an eiribedded license stamp indicating that the data file 
was forwarded by licensed server software. 

In addition, fil« syBhsm 6B7 may be a network file ayotem (e.g.. 
Netware, lANtaetiu, NPS, etc) that allowa acceae to VDR objects uaing 
redirect«r 684. Object switch 734 also supports this capability- 

If External services Manager n2 is used to access vde objects, many 
different technHcr.M are possible. For exainple, th6 VDB objects inay be 
formatted for use with the world Wide web protocol « (HTML, HTTP, and tjrL) 
by including relevanc headers, content taga, host ID to uftL conversion 
(e.q., using Name Servicea Manager 752) ana an nrfP-aware inuL&nce of 
Services Transport Layer 786 . 

in other estamples, External Services Manager 772 may be used to 
locate, connect to, and utilize renvote event proceeaing Bervioeo; BTnart 
agent execution sorvlceB (both to provide these aervicee and locate them) , 
rprtification services for Public Keys; remote Name Services, and other 
remote functions either supported by ROS 602 RPCs (e.g., have RSie) , or 
using protoouls supported by Bervicea Transport Layp.r 7B6. 

The first sentence of the quoted section of GINTER teaches that a 
file system allows user access to virtual distribution environment 
(VDB) objects (such data files) ^sing « "redirecter" . GINTER tells 
us that the "redirecter 684 ... allows auch 'non-VDE aware' 
applications 608 (b) to access VDB objects 300 and functions 604," 
Thus t.hi.«s sentence discusses a mechanism in a server that allowa a 
receiving computer that does not have ability to access a data file 
uaing the appropriate VDE procedure to nonetheless access that data 
file. This sentence dt?es not teach or suggest that processing 
software in a destination computer that will process a data file only 
if a license stamp is embedded in the file indicating that the data 
file was forwarded by a licensed server, as recited in claim 1. 

The second sentence of the quoted section of GINTBR teaches the 
VCE objects (files) can be in any of several formats such as HTML, 
HTTP etc. and that the formats can include headers, tags and other 
information. However this sentence does not teach or suggest that one 
of the things included in a vDE object can or should include xs an 
B„±>edded license .itamp indicating it is from licensed server software, 
and does not teach or suggest that procesaing software in a 
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destination computer should be designed to process a data file only if 
a license atamp is embedded in the file indicating that the data file 
was forwarded by a licensed server, as recited in claim 1. 

The third sentence ot the quote teaches that an "external 
services manager" in a server con^^uter can locate, connect to and use 
various remote services. This sentence does not teach or suggest chat 
processing software in a destination computer that will process a data 
file only if a license stamp is embedded in the file indicating that 
it was forwarded by a licensed server, as recited in claim 1. Thus 
the cited section of GINTER does not teach the limitation of claim 1 
of adapting processing software executed in a destination computer to 
process the signal only when the received signal contains an embedded 
license stamp. 

The quoted section of GINTER is discussed in detail above because 
the Examiner quoted this section of GINTER as being representative of 
GINTER' s teachings. Pursuant to the Examiner's request of paragraph 
39 of the office action, the applicant has also considered GINTER and 
RHOADS in their entirety and has found nothing in either GINTER or 
RHOADS, or any obvious combination thereof, that teaches or suggests 
the limitation recited in claim 1 of adapting processing software 
executed in a destination computer to process the signal only when the 
received signal contains an embedded license stamp. Likewise, 
although the applicant discusses in detail below other sections of 
prior art when the Examiner has cited those sections as being 
representative of the teaching of the prior, the applicant's below are 
based on a consideration of the cited prior art in its entirety with 
respect to each claim and include comments on any teaching considered 
particularly relevant to any claim regardless of whether such teaches 
are specifically cited by the Examiner. 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 is patentable over the combination of GINTER and RHOADS 
for reasons set forth above in connection with its parent claim 1- 
Claim 2 further recites that the embedded license stamp identifies the 
source computer of the data file. The Examiner cites the following 
section of RHOADS (col. 17, lines S-20) as disclosing this limitation: 
The decaliB of implementing the creation of the a<«plitude map have a 
variety of choiooc- One is to perform the eama procedure which ia used to 
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determine hh« signal amplitude described above, only now we step and 
repeat Che multiplication of any given area of the signal/lmaga with a 
gauBaian weight function centerad about tha area we ar« inveetiaacinq. 

universal Versus Custom Codes 

The diaeloaur« thua far haa outlined how aach and every aource aignal has 
its own unique set of individual c-nO^edded code aignale- This entails the 
storage of a significant amount of additional code information above and 
bayond the oriainal, and n-any applications tnay merit soma form of 
economl'iing. 

one such approach to econondzing ia to hava a giv«xi set o£ individual 
entoeddert code signals be common to a batch of soijrce materials. 

In RHOADS' teaching, a data file is sent from oxie computer to 
another by . signal, which RHODES calls a -source signal". When codes 
ar« embedded in the data file, they appear as "embedded ^ode signals 
within the source signal when the file is sent from one computer to 

""""'The first two sentences of the cited section of RHOADS relate to 
how a code signal appears in a source signal, and not to wh^t the code 
means. However the next paragraph of the cited section (bellowing the 
header "Universal Versus Custom Codes" does suggest one thing an 
embedded code can mean. RHOADS states that "each and every source 
aignal has its own unique set of embedded code signals" In other 
words, RHOADS is telling us that every file can have its own unxq.,c 
embedded code, and in .uch case. the code en^edded in the fxle could 
be considered to uniquely identify the file it.elf . However claim 2 
recites that the code identifier the romput^r that frar^mxtted th^ . 
file, not the file itself. 

The la«u sentence of the cited section of RHOADS teaches that the 

same code can be embedded in all of the files of a common batch. Thus 
RHOADS teaches that a code can identify a file as being a member of a 
particular group of files, but does not teach that a code -"^^^^^-^ - 
a file should be used to identify a source computer that transmitted 

that particular file. ^ - . ^ . 

Thus the cited section of RHOADS fails to teach the additional 
limitation of claim 2. While the quoted section of RHOADS is 
discussed in detail above because the Examiner quoted thxs sectxon of 
RHOADS as being representative of RHOADS' teachings, pursuant to the 
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Examiaer-e request of paragraph 39 of the office actior., the applicant 
has also considered GINTKR and KHOADS in their entirety and has found 
nothing in either GINTER or RHOADS, or any combination thereof, that 
teaches or suggests the limitation recited in claim 2 of code embedded 
in a file should be used to identify a source computer that 
transmitted that particular file. Identifying a computer that sends 
a document, and identifying the docuiaent itself, are two different 
activities. The cited section of RHOADS. as well as the combination 
of RHOADS and GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the 
additional limitations of claim 2. 



Claim 3 



13 . . 

Claim 3 depends on claim l and is patentable over the combination 
of RHOADS and GINTER for similar reasons. Claim 3 further recites 
that the file is a print file suitable for causing a printer to print 
a document. The Examiner cites RHOADS col. 17, lines 5-20 as teaching 
that a file containing an embedded code is a print file. This section 
of RHOADS is repeated below j 

•nie detaila of implen«>oti ng Che creation of the attplitade n-ap have a 
variety of choices. One to perforn. the satoe procedure which ie used to 
deterinine th^ signal arapiimae as described above, only now we «t*p and 
repeat the mulciplication of any given area ot the signal/Wge wxth a 
Gauocian weight fvmctlon centered about the area we are inveatigactng. 

Universal Versua Custom Codes 

Tba disclosure thus far has outlined how eaoh and every source signal ha« 
ita own unique act o£ individual embedded code aignala- Thia entails the 
storage ot a algnlfic-xt amou.it of additional code information above and 
beyond the original, and inany applicationa may merit sort* form of 

one auoh approach to economising io to have a glvsn set of individual 
atflbedded code gignale be common to a batch of source materiale. 

Note that nothing in this section mentions anything about a print 
file having an embedded license code indicating that the print file 
was forwarded by licensed server software. RHOADS col. 53, line 65 
through col. 54, line 45 mentions printing pixels on a page wherein 
the color of each pixel is controlled by separate bytes in a data 
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file. Some print files do this. That section of RHOADS teaches to 
embed a code in such a file hy modifying a group of pixels to modulate 
their intensity in some way/ However that section of RHOADS does not 
suggest that the code indicates that the print file was forwarded by 
licensed se:rvcr software as irecited in claim 3. The combination ot 
RHOADS and OINTER in its entirety also fails to disclose or suggest 
the additional limitations oif claim 4. 

Claim 4 . J .u • < 

Claim 4 depends on claim 3 and is patentable over the combination 

of KHOADS and GINTBR for similar reasons. Claim 4 further recites 

that- the license stamp is enlbedded in the print file in a way that the 

printer can ignore it when printing. The Bscarainer cdtea RHOADS col. 

40, lines no through col. 41, line 10 as teaching this. The cxted 

section ot RHOADS i3 reproduced below. 

More Details oxi Embedding Signature Codes into Motion PicnirBU 

Juat as there ia a dlBtinctiOn made between the jPBQ scandaxds for 
compreBBing still ln«ges and the MPEG atandarda for conpreseed motion 
images, bo coo ohould there b« distinctions made betw^n placing invisible 
Bigtiaturee into still imagea; and placin^j signatures into motion inages. 
with the JPES/MPEQ diBtinctipn, it is not a matter oE different 
foundations, it is the fact that with motion images a new dimension of 
enyinee^ixxg optimisation ppena ap by the inclusion o£ time as a parameter. 
Any textbook ci*.allng with MPEG will surely contain a aecfinn on how MPEG is 
(generally) not merely applying JPEG on a frame by fri^me baBis. It will be 
th« same with the appUcatidn of the prinoiplea of this tectmology: 
generally speaking, the placement of invisible signatures into nwtion xmag^. 
eequencee will ixut be -imply independently placing invisible signatures 
into one frame after the next. A variety of time-baacd conaiderations cnme 
into play, some dealing with the psychophyaios of motion image perception, 
others driven by siniple cost engineering considerations. 

one embodiment actually usee the MPEG comprcsoion etandard as a piece of a 
solution. Other motion imag6 compression schemes could equally well be 
uaed, he they already invented or yet to be invented. This example also 
utilises the scrambled logo.' image approach to generating the master snowy 
image as depicted in FIS- 13 and diacuOBed in the disci onure. 
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While this section of RHOADS talks about JPEG and MPEG files, it 
mentions nothing about print! files aa reciLed in claim 4. or about 
inserting a code into a file! in a way that allows a program that 
processes the file to ignore! it as recited in claim 4. Thia scctxon 
of RHOADS teaches that a "signature" code can be added to a JPEG or 
MPEG video file, but a JPEG or MPEG viewer does not ignore a signature 
code; the code actually affects the displayed video. However as 
RHOADS explains, the signature is essentially "invisible' in the sense 
that it alters the displayed video file so little that it is not 

noticed hy a viewer, 

RHOADy col. 53, line 65 through col- 54, line 45 (not cited by 
the Examiner relative to claim 4) mentions printing pixels on a page 
wherein the color of each pixels is controlled by separate bytes m a 
data file. Some print filed do this . That section of RHOADS teaches 
to embed a code in such a file by modifying a group of pixels to 
modulate their intensity inisome way. However the printer does not 
ignore the code because the : display is altered, though not by much. 
The cited section of RHOADS; as well as the combination of RHOADS and 
GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the additional 
limitations of claim 4 . 

Claim 5 

Claim 5 depends on claim 3 and is patentable over RHOADS for 
similar reasons. Claim 5 further recites that the action carried out 
by the destination computer (which is inhibited if the license code 
does not appear in the print file) comprises displaying an image of 
the document defined by the! print file. The Examiner points to RHOADS 
col. 40, lines 50 through cbl . 41, line 10 (reproduced above in 
connection with claim 4) as! teaching that a computiar displays a 
document defined by a print, file. 

While the cited section of RHOADS talks about JPEG and MPEG 
files, it mentions nothing :about print files, about embedding a 
license code in a print file indicating that the file was generated by 
a licensed source, about software that can display an image of a 
document described by a print file, or about configuring such software 
to refrain from displaying Isuch image when the print file does not 
contain the license code, all of which are limitations of claim 5. 
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Thus the quoted section of RHOADS fails to disclose or suggest Che 
additional limitations of claim 5. 

RHOADS col. 53, line 65 through col. 54, line 45 (not cited by 
the Examiner relative to claim 5) mentions printing pixels on a page 
wherein the color of each pixel is controlled by separate bytes in a 
data file. That section of RHOADS teaches to embed a code in such a 
£ile by modifying a group of. pixels to modulate their intensity in 
some way, but it does not teach to configure software that displays an 
image described by a file to refrain from displaying such image when 
the file does not contain the license code recited in claim 5. The 
cited section of RHOADS, aa well as the combination of RHOADS and 
GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the additional 
limitations of claim S. 

Claim 6 

Claim 6 depends on claim 3 and is patentable over the conQ^inat^on 
of RHOADS and GINTER fox- similar reasons. Claim 6 further recites 
that the action carried out by the processing software (which is 
inhibited if the license code does not appear in the print file) is 
causing a printer to print the document described by the print file. 
The Examiner cites RHOAPS c61 . 43, lines 30-65 (reproduced below) as 
teaching the additional limitations of claim 6. 

The concept o£ Che "header- on a diqical iitage or sudio file Ib a well 
estaisllehed practicc= In the arc The top o£ FIG- lE has a ai«B>li£ied look 
at the concept ot the headed, wh«x.ein a data file begins with generally a 
comprcheneivc =et of infomation about the file as a whole. oEt=n Including 
information about who the author or copyright holder of the data is. 
there a copyright holder at an. This header 800 is then typically 
followed by the data itself 802, s^oh ae an audio etrea™, a digital Iraaga, 
a video Btreain, or co«ipresB*d versions of any of the>.e items. This ic all 
exctedi ngly known and common in the industry- 

one way in which the prlnciplec of this technology can be employed in the 
service of information integrity is generically depicted in the lower 
diagram of PIQ. 16. m general, th^ N-bit ldentl£ioation word c:mi be uaed 
to eaecntially "wallpaper" a given aiwpie tneseage throughout an image (as 
depicted) or audio data atrisato, thereby reinforcing soma meseage already 
contained in a traditional header. This is referred to "header 
verification- in the title of this section, ahe Chinkiim here is that leea 
Rophisticzated would-be piratea and abusers can alter the intormation 
content of header inforn.;3tiDn, and the more secure techniques of this 
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technology can Chus be used as cheokB on the veracity of header 
information. Provided that tKs code meeeage, such aa "joe'B image" in the 
header, matchej the repeated mcaaage throughout an ionage, hhen a user 
obtaining the image can have Isome higher degree oC confidence that no 
alteration of ch© header ha^ taken place. 

Likewise, the header can actiially carry the N-bic identification word bo 
that the tact that a given daita sec has been coded via the methods of fchia 
technology can be highlighted and the verification code built righL into 
hhe header. Naturally, this data file format has not been created vet aince 
the principles of thie technology are currently not being employed. 

The cited section of RHOADS teaches image and audio files include 
headers containing various Cypes of information, and teaches that some 
of the header information can he repeated in the form of embedded 
codes. However the cited section of RHOADS. mentions nothing 
inserting a license code into a print file or any other kind of file 
indicating that the file was generated by a licensed source, or about 
configuring software that can cause a printer to print a document 
described by a print file to refrain from doing so when the print file 
does not contain the 1 icons* code, all of which are limitations of 
claim 6. The cited sectionjof RHOADS, as well as the combination of 
RHOADS and GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the 
additional limitations of claim 6. 

Claims 7 and 8 

Claims 7 and 8 depend on claim l and are patentable over the 
combination of RHOADS and GINTER for similar reasons. Claim 7 further 
recites that the action carried out by said processing software (which 
ia inhibited if the license code does not appear in the file) is 
initiating a sound. Claim B further recites that the action carried 
out by the processing software (which is inhibited if the license code 
does not appear in the file) is displaying a video image defined by 
the file. The Examiner cites RHOADS col. 52, line S5 through col. 53, 
line 60 (reproduced below) aa teaching the additional limitations of 
claims 7 and 8 . 

It ia ac well knovm as it ia regretted that there exist a plethora of file 
torniat atandarda (and noc-sO-standarda) for digital imaaes, digital audio, 
and digital video. Tbeaa stindarda have generally been formed within 
specific induatriea and applications, and as the usage and exchange of 
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creiitive dtigical material proliterated, the varioua file formaca slugged it 
out-, in cross-disciplinary ar^B. where today we find a de facto histogram 
of devotees AiiA uaera of the Various favorite foxniats. The JPEG, MPEQ 
standards for fornuiLLing and icomprEaaion ar« only eligHt axceptioiis it 
would seem, Where some cotwected cross- industry collaboration came into 
play. 

The cry for a simple universal standard £ile format for audio/visual data 
is as old as the hills. The cry Cor the protection of such material <a 
older still. With all due respect to the innate difficulties attendant upon 
the creation of a universal format, and with all due respect to the 
pretentiousncaa of outlining : such a plan within a patent disclosvire, the 
inventor does belit:ve chat these methods can serve perhaps as well as 
anything for being the foundation upon which an aucepted world wide 
"universal commercial copyright" format la built. Practictonere know th«L 
such aniraala are not built by proclamation, but through the efficient 
meeting of broad needs, tcnaoity, and luck. Mor« germane to the purposes of 
this disclosure is the fact that the application of this technology would 
benefit if it could becon« a: central piece within an industry standard file 
fortrat. The use of universal: codes in particular could be specified within 
such a acapdard. The fullest expression n£ the commercial usage of this 
technology comes from the luiiwledgc that the invisible signing is taking 
place and the confidence that instills in copyright holders- 

The following is a list of reasons that the principles of this technology 
could serve as the catalyst :for such a standard: <l) Few i£ any technical 
developm«it3 have so Isolateki and so pointedly addressed the tssuc of 
broad-brush protection of ed«)irical data and audio/visual material, (2) All 
previous file formats have treated the information about the data, and the 
data itjself, as two acparat4 and phyalcaUy distinct entities, whereas the 
methods of this technology dan coinbixie the two into one physical entity; 
(3) The mass scale application of the principles o£ this technology wall 
require substantial standardisation worJt in the first place, including 
integration with the years -co-eome improvements in compression 
technologies, so the standards infrastructure will exist hy default i (4) 
Che growth of multimedia hae created a generic clasB of data called 
■Tontent," which includes text, images, sound, and graphics . arguing fur 
higher and higher levels of "eoncent standards-; and (5) marrying copyright 
protection techi.ulogy and skcurity featurea directly into a fil« format 
standard is long overdue. 

Elements of a unWersal standard would certainly include the mirroring 
aspects of the header verification methods, where header information is 
verified by signature codes, directly within data. Also, a univRreal 
standard would outline how hybrid uses of fully private codes and public 
codR« would commingle. Thus, if the public codes were "stripped" by 
sophisticated pirat^^n, the private codes would remain intact. A universal 
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BUandara would specify hQW invisible slgnaturea would evolve ae digital 
images and audio evolve. Thus, when a given image is created baaed on 
aeveral Boucce Imagce. the standard would specify how and when the old 
Bignatures would be removed and replaced by new Bignaturaa , and if the 
header would keep track of these evolutions and if Che aigni^turee 
themselves would keep some kind of record. 

The Cited section of RHOADS laments the fact that there is no 
universal standard for audioi and video files and suggests that if a 
universal standard is created, then the standard should allow for the 
inclusion of universally recognised embedded public codes (which are 
publicly known) and private codes (which are secreD . RHOADS also 
teaches that copy pirates cduld alter or strip public codes but not 
private codes. However the icited section of RHOADS, mentions nothing 
about inserting a license cdde into an audio (or video) file 
indicating that the file was generated by a licensed source, or about 
configuring software that can initiate a sound (or display an image) 
in response to an audio (or :video> file to refrain from initiating the 
sound (or generating the display) when the file does not contain such • 
a license code, all of which are limitations of claim 7 or claim 8. 
The cited section of RHOADS, as wells as the combination of RHOADS and 
GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the additional 
limitations of claims 7 and 8 . 

Claim 9 depends on d&im 1 and is patentable over the combination 
of RHOADS and GIMTER for similar reasons. Claim 9 further recites 
that the license stamping means also process the data file CO 
determine a value of an attribute of the data file and includes in the 
embedded licence stamp an attribute code indicating that value. Claim 
9 also recites that the processing software refrains from carrying out 
the action unless the value- of the attribute of the data file matches 
the value indicated in the license stamp. 

The Examiner cites RHOADS col. col. 52, line 6S through col. 53. 
line 60 (reproduced above) as teaching this. As discussed above, the 
cited section of RHOADS laments the fact that there is no universal 
standard for audio and video files and suggests that It a universal 
standard is created, then the standard should allow for the inclusion 
of universally recognized embedded private and public codes. However 
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notbinq in the cited sectionj of KriOADS teaches anyLhing about the 
additional limitations of claim 9, namely that license stamping means 
in a server should process a: data file to determine a value of a data 
file attribute and include aii attribute code indicating in that value 
in the embedded license stamp, and that the processing softwiire 
receiving the file should be; configured to refrain from carrying out 
an action with respect to thkt file unless the attribute value of the 
data file matches the value indicated in the license stamp. The cited 
section of RHOADS, as well a;^ the combination of RHOADS and GINTER in 
its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the additional limitations 
q£ claim 9 . 

Claim 10 

Claim 10 depends on claim 9 and is patentable over the 
combination of RHOADS and GINTER for similar reasons. Claim 10 
further recites that the dat^ file consists of a plurality of data 
bytes, each of which influences the value of the attribute. The 
Examiner cites RHOADS col. 553, line 65 through col. 54, line 45 
(reproduced below) as teaching this. 

Most Of the disclosure focuR^H on pixels being the basic carriers of the 
N-bit ideuLilication word- The section discueeing the use of a single 
"master code sign^i" went bo- Har as to eBBt-iiLlally "assign" each and every 
pixel to a unique bit plane in the N-blt identification word- 

For many applicationa, with one exemplar bein^ that n€ ink based printing 
at 300 dots per inch resolution, what was once a pixel in a pristine 
digital image file beaomes effectively a blob (e.g. of dithered ink on a 
piece of paper) . Often the isolated information carrying capacity of the 
original pixel becomeEi cornpT-pmiBed by neighboring pixels spilling over into 
the geometrically defined space of the original pixel. Those practiced in 
the art will recognize this ati simple spatial filteriiiy and various forms 
of blurring- 

In auch circumstances it way. be more advantaoeouR to asfllgn a certain 
highly local group of pixeie; to a unique bit plane in the N bit 
identification word, rather than merely a single pixel. The end goal i» 
simply to pre-concentrate mbre of the aignacure signal energy into the 
lower frequencies, realizing that mont practical implementations quickly 
strip or mitigatt: higher f retjuencies . 
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A simple-minded approach woulfl be to assign a 2 by 2 block of pixels all to 
be modulated with Che same ultimate signature grey value, rather Chan 
modulating a single aaoigned pixel. A more fancy approaoh is dapiated in 
PIGS. 2aA and 21B, where an aicray of pixel groups is deplcf.ad. This ia a 
Bpeoiflc example ot a large eiass of conEiaurations. The idcu le that now a 
certain email region of pixeljs is aeeociaced with a given onique bit plane 
in the M-bit identification word, and that this groining actually shares 
pixels between bit planes (though it dwRn't necessary have to share 
pixels, as in the case of a Z.timua.l block o£ pixela above) . 

DepHrhed in FIGS. 21A and ilB ia a 3. times. 3 array of pixels with an 
example normaliaed weighting Jtnomalized.fwdarw.tha weights add up to 1). 
The methods or this technolo^^y now operate on this elementary "bump. " aa a 
unit, rather than on a single' pixel. It can be seen that in thia example 
there is a fourfold decrease iin the number of master code values that need 
to be stored, due to the spreading out of the signature signal. 
j^lic-aLione of this -bump approach" to placing in invisible atgnatures 
include any application which will experience a priori known high amounts 
of blurring, where proper identification ia still desired even after this 
heavy blurring - 

A file describing a pixel -based image uses a separate byte to 
indicate tHe color of each pixel. The cited section of RHOADS 
describes embedding a code in a document describing a pixel -based 
image by modifying the byteS representing a group of pixels to 
modulate the gray scale of a group of pixels rather than entirely 
replacing a single pixel byUe with a code. This makes the effects of 
embedding a code in the file less noticeable. However nothing in the 
cited section ot RHOADS teaches anything about the additional 
limitations of 10, namely tiat license stamping means in a server 
should process a data file to determine a value of a data file 
attribute and include an attribute code indicating in that value in 
the embedded license stamp, that the attribute code should be 
influenced by all bytes forcing the file, that the processing software 
receiving the file should be configured to refrain from carrying out 
an action with respect to that file unless the attribute value of the 
data file matches the value: indicated in the license stamp. RHOADS 
teachsa modifying the values of a set of pixel bytes so that in 
addition to representing a pixBl colors, they also collectively 
represent a code. This is not what claim 10 which are to generate 
attribute value that is influenced by the value of every pixel byte as 
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well as every other l^yte in the file, and then embed that value in the 
license stamp. 

The cited section of RROADS, as well as the coitibination of RJiOADS 
and GINTER in its entirety, fail to disclose or suggest the additional 
limitations of claim 10 , 

Claim 11 

Claim 11 depends on claim 1 and is patentable over the 
combination of GINTER and RHOADS for similar reasons. 

Claims 12-22 

Claims 12-22 are patentable over the combination of RHOADS and 
GINTER for reasons similar to those expressed above in connection with 
claims 1-11, respectively. 

Claims 23-25 

Claims 23, 24, and 25 are patentable over the combination of 
RHOADS and GINTER for reasons generally similar to those expressed 
above in connection with claims 1, 3, and 4, respectively. 

Claim 2 6 

Claim 26 depends on claim 23 and is patentable over the 
coitODination of RHOADS and GlNTBR for similar reasons. Claim 26 
further recites that the embedded license includes a code idenLifying 
a licensee. 

The Examiner points to^ RHOADS col. 53, line 65 through col. 54, 
line 45 (reproduced above) as teaching this. A file describing a 
pixel-based image uses a separate byte to indicate the color of each 
pixel. The cited section of RHOADS describes embedding a code in a 
document describing a pixel-based image by modifying the bytes 
representing a group of pixels to modulate the gray scale of a group 
of pixels rather than entirely replacing a single pixel byte with a 
code This makes the effects of embedding a code in the file less 
noticeable. However nothing in the cited section of RHOADS teaches 
anything about the additional limitations of 10, namely that license 
stamping mc^ne in a server should process a data file to determine a 
value of a data file attribute and include an atLribute code 
indicating in that value in; the embedded license stamp, that the 
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attribute code should be influenced by all bytes forming the file, 
that the processing software; receiving the file should be configured 
to refrain from carrying out. an action with respect to that file 
unless the attribute value b£ the data file matches the value 
indicated in the license stamp. RHOADS teaches modifying the values 
ot a set of pixel bytes so Lhat in addition to representing a pixel 
colors, they also collectively represent a code. None of this is 
particularly relevant to claim 26 which relates to embedding a code in 
a file identifying a licensee. The cited section of RHOADS, as well 
as the combination of RHOAD& and GINTER in its* entirety, fail to 
disclose or suggest the additional limitations of claim 26. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon, but considered 
pertinent to the applicant's disclosure has been reviewed and does not 
appear to teach or suggest the applicant's invention as recited in the 
claims - 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is believed 
the application is in condition for allowance. Notice of Allowance is 
therefore respectfully request. 

Respectfully submitte 
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